The relationships between two forms of husband sexual aggression (coercion and threatened/ forced sex) and husband physical and psychological aggression were examined among a community sample of 164 couples. A stronger relationship between physical and sexual aggression was obtained than in previous research. Husbands' physical and psychological aggression predicted husbands' sexual coercion, but only physical aggression predicted threatened/forced sex. The more severely physically violent subtypes of the A. HoltzworthMunroe et al. (2000) typology engaged in the most sexual coercion, and the most violent subtype (generally violent/antisocial) engaged in the most threatened/forced sex. In examining C. M. Monson and J. Langhinrichsen-Rohling's (1998) typology, the existence of a sexually violent-only subtype was documented, physically nonviolent husbands were found to engage in sexual coercion, and sexually and physically violent husbands engaged in the highest level of sexual aggression. The utility of using multiple measures, and both spouses' reports, to assess sexual aggression is emphasized.
Marital rape may be more common than all other types of rape (Kilpatrick, Best, Saunders, & Veronen, 1988) , making it an important problem to understand. In this undeveloped research area, one consistent finding is that marital rape seems to be associated with physical husband aggression. Indeed, some researchers have suggested that marital rape be considered a form of husband violence (e.g., Frieze, 1983) . Supportive of this notion is the finding that, across studies, there is a higher prevalence rate of husbands' forced sex reported among samples of women in battered women's shelters (e.g., 34% to 57%; Frieze, 1983; Shields & Hanneke, 1983; Snyder & Fruchtman, 1981) than among community samples of women (e.g., 6% to 14%; Finkelhor & Yllo, 1982 Painter & Farrington, 1998; Russell, 1982) and couples seeking marital therapy (0.5% to 5% in Meyer, Vivian, & O'Leary, 1998) . A relationship is also found between husbands' physical and sexual violence within samples. For example, in studies of the types of relationship violence experienced by women, the largest proportion of women are found to have experienced physical husband violence only, followed closely by the proportion who have experienced both physical and sexual husband violence, whereas a much smaller proportion have experienced sexual husband violence in the absence of physical husband violence (e.g., 37%, 30%, and 4%, respectively in Hanneke, Shields, & McCall, 1986; 12%, 10%, and 4%, respectively in Russell, 1982; 22.5%, 17 .5%, and 1.7%, respectively in Painter & Farrington, 1998) . Also, in the few studies to directly examine this issue, reports of husband physical and sexual violence are found to be correlated (r ϭ .34 in Frieze, 1983 ; r ϭ .12 in Meyer et al., 1998) . These correlations, however, are not as high as would be expected. Indeed, the weak association found in Meyer et al. (1998) suggests the need for further examination of the relationship between husband sexual and physical violence.
In addition, prior research has demonstrated that husband psychological aggression is significantly correlated with husband physical aggression, even among less severely violent samples (e.g., Cascardi, O'Leary, Lawrence, & Schlee, 1995) . Psychological aggression has also been found to predict the onset of husbands' physical aggression longitudinally (Murphy & O'Leary, 1989) . Such findings suggest that psychological and physical aggression may reflect different manifestations of a single underlying construct. However, factor analyses suggest that psychological and physical aggression represent distinct factors (e.g., Shepard & Campbell, 1992) and, using probit analysis, Stets (1990) argued that psychological and physical aggression represent two separate phenomena characterized by a twostep process that starts with psychological aggression and moves into physical aggression. Although this issue has not been resolved, psychological and physical aggression both are deserving of empirical attention. Indeed, given the relationship between husband psychological and physical aggression, as well as the apparent relationship between husband physical and sexual aggression, it is important to examine whether husband psychological aggression is distinctly related to husband sexual aggression. Similar to the proposed theoretical links between husbands' psychological and physical aggression, husband-to-wife psychological and sexual aggression may either be different manifestations of the same problem (i.e., husband abuse) or may be distinct but related phenomena (e.g., psychological aggression may be a risk factor for sexual aggression).
At this time, there are a series of questions about husband sexual aggression that remain unanswered. As just discussed, besides husband physical violence, researchers have rarely examined other potential correlates of sexual aggression, such as husband-to-wife psychological abuse. In addition, whereas criminal statutes generally define rape as involving nonconsensual vaginal, anal, or oral penetration through the use of force or threat of force (Resnick, Kilpatrick, & Lipovsky, 1991) , researchers have suggested that one should consider a broader range of sexually coercive behaviors to provide a better understanding of the quantity and type of sexual aggression that occurs in marriage (e.g., Finkelhor & Yllo, 1982) . With few exceptions, however, most researchers have not assessed sexually aggressive husband behaviors that are less severe than rape. In addition, with few exceptions, researchers have only obtained wives' reports of husband sexual aggression. Finally, previous researchers generally have administered only one measure of sexual aggression, despite concerns that "sexual abuse is usually the most difficult form of abuse for offenders and victims to reveal and may need to be asked about more than once" (Saunders, 1992, p. 211) ; thus, we know little about the relationship between various measures of sexual aggression.
In a study that did address several of these issues, Meyer et al. (1998) examined the relationship between husbands' sexual, physical, and psychological aggression among couples seeking marital therapy and a comparison sample of community couples. Within each couple, they gathered both the husband's and the wife's reports of husband aggression (the first time this has been done, to our knowledge). They also examined two forms of sexual aggression, sexual coercion and threatened/forced sex, as identified by a factor analysis of wives' reports of husband sexual aggression on a questionnaire measure (i.e., a modified version of the Sexual Experiences Survey; Koss & Oros, 1982) . Meyer et al. found that severely physically abused wives, compared with moderately abused and nonabused wives, reported the highest frequencies of both husband sexual coercion and threatened/forced sex. Correlations between wife reports of physical husband violence and sexual coercion or threatened/ forced sex both approached significance (both rs ϭ .12) but were lower than expected. There was also an association between wives' reports of husband psychological aggression and sexual coercion (r ϭ .18). Husband psychological aggression predicted husband sexual coercion, whereas husband severe physical violence predicted husband threatened/ forced sex, suggesting that different forms of husband sexual aggression may have different correlates and predictors. Specifically, these findings may be interpreted as suggesting behavioral consistency across domains of relationship functioning. In other words, a man who, in general, engages in abusive and coercive behaviors but not physical aggression may also use nonphysical coercion in his sexual relationship, whereas a man who has been physically aggressive to his partner in other contexts may also be willing to use to physical aggression to force sexual activity.
The present study was designed to further clarify the relationship between husband physical violence and various forms of husband sexual aggression within a community sample of physically violent and nonviolent couples. Whereas previous researchers have usually recruited either samples experiencing severe levels of husband violence (e.g., women in battered women's shelters, filing legal action against a violent husband, responding to notices requesting volunteers for a study of marital violence; Frieze, 1983) or samples experiencing less severe husband violence (e.g., marital therapy samples; Meyer et al., 1998) , the present study sample was recruited to include couples experiencing a wide range of husband violence. In addition, as in Meyer et al. (1998) , we examined the relationship between sexual and psychological aggression. Unlike most previous studies (including Meyer et al., 1998) , which have relied on only one measure, we included two measures of husband sexual aggression.
Given the strong theoretical relationship between husbands' physical and sexual aggression and our use of a sample experiencing a wide range of coercive husband behaviors, we expected that the correlations between husband physical aggression and different forms of sexual aggression would be higher than obtained in previous research. As reported by Meyer et al. (1998) , we also expected that psychological and physical aggression would independently predict different forms of sexual aggression, with psychological aggression being more strongly related to sexual coercion and physical aggression being related to threatened/forced sex. Because we used two measures of sexual aggression, we expected the more comprehensive measure (i.e., a modified version of the Sexual Experiences Survey; Koss & Oros, 1982) to elicit more reports of sexual aggression than the measure that includes fewer items (i.e., the Revised Conflict Tactics Scale; Straus, Hamby, BoneyMcCoy, & Sugarman, 1996) and that the inclusion of both measures would be likely to be more useful than either measure alone in identifying cases of sexual aggression. Finally, consistent with findings that men underreport perpetration of their own aggression relative to women's reports, wives were expected to report more husband sexual aggression than were husbands.
In addition, the present study was designed to examine whether different subtypes of men engage in differing amounts and forms of sexual aggression. Although batterer typologies have been constructed to capture violent husbands' heterogeneous characteristics, only a few typologies have included information on husband sexual aggression. Gondolf (1988) constructed a batterer typology from the reports of women in battered women's shelters. The two forms of sexual abuse assessed (i.e., "threatened sexual abuse" and "made sexual demands") were reported more often by the wives of men in the most severely abusive and antisocial clusters. In contrast, Snyder and Fruchtman's (1981) typology of battered women did not suggest a pattern of increasing frequency of forced sex with increasing frequency and severity of physical husband violence. Holtzworth-Munroe and Stuart (1994) proposed a typology of violent husbands based on severity of husband violence, generality of violence (i.e., whether the husband is also violent outside the home), and psychopathology. In testing this proposed typology (with the same sample examined in the present study), Holtzworth-Munroe, Meehan, Herron, Rehman, and Stuart (2000) identified four subtypes of violent husbands. Family-only men engaged in the least physical marital violence, the least general violence, and had the least psychopathology. Low-level antisocial men engaged in an intermediate level of physical marital violence and general violence and reported some antisocial personality characteristics. Dysphoric-borderline men and generally violent-antisocial men engaged in the most physical marital violence. Dysphoric-borderline men engaged in moderate levels of general violence and scored highest on a measure of "fear of abandonment," whereas generally violent-antisocial men had the highest levels of violence outside the home and reported antisocial characteristics.
Across the four subtypes of violent husbands and two comparison groups of nonviolent husbands, HoltzworthMunroe et al. (2000) reported differences in husband sexual aggression perpetrated during the past year, as measured with a total score on a modified version of the Sexual Experiences Survey (Koss & Oros, 1982) . According to husband reports, generally violent-antisocial husbands engaged in significantly more sexual aggression than nonviolentmaritally nondistressed and nonviolent-maritally distressed husbands. According to wife reports, generally violentantisocial husbands engaged in significantly more sexual aggression than nonviolent-maritally nondistressed husbands. Although generally violent-antisocial men differed significantly from nonviolent men, differences among the four subtypes of violent husbands (i.e., family-only, lowlevel antisocial, dysphoric-borderline, and generally violent-antisocial) did not reach statistical significance. Although the groups were previously compared on only one measure of total husband sexual aggression (HoltzworthMunroe et al., 2000) , the present study compared the groups on differing forms of husband sexual aggression, as assessed with two measures. We predicted that, on both measures, husbands who engage in the highest levels of physical marital aggression (i.e., generally violent-antisocial and dysphoric-borderline husbands) would also engage in the highest levels of sexual aggression, perhaps being the only subgroups to engage in threatened/forced sex. Husbands who engage in the most psychological aggression (i.e., low-level antisocial, dysphoric-borderline, and generally violent-antisocial husbands) were expected to engage in the highest levels of sexual coercion.
In another recently proposed batterer typology, Monson and Langhinrichsen-Rohling (1998) specifically attempted to integrate the marital rape and physical husband violence literatures. In contrast to previous batterer typologies (e.g., those reviewed above), which focused on husband physical violence, Monson and Langhinrichsen-Rohling (1998) used sexual aggression as a primary defining feature of their typology. Their typology proposed the following subgroups: husbands who engage in physical violence without co-occurring sexual violence, husbands who engage in both physical and sexual violence, and husbands who engage in sexual violence without co-occurring physical violence. Their typology further divided batterers into the HoltzworthMunroe and Stuart (1994) typology (i.e., family-only, dysphoric-borderline, and generally violent-antisocial). As we were already examining the Holtzworth-Munroe and Stuart (1994) typology, for the purposes of the present study, we were primarily interested in the unique group in the Monson and Langhinrichsen-Rohling (1998) typology; specifically, would we identify a group of men who engage in sexual, but not physical, marital violence? We predicted that we would be able to do so, although this group should be relatively small in size; Monson and LanghinrichsenRohling (1998) predicted that only 5% of violent husbands would be included in this group. We further predicted that husbands who engage in both sexual and physical violence would engage in the highest levels of both sexual coercion and threatened/forced sex, as they are the most likely to engage in all forms of abuse.
Method

Participants and Procedures
Couples were participants in a larger study designed to identify subtypes of violent husbands. Couples were recruited from the community with ads for "a study of husbands." To recruit severely violent husbands (i.e., to recruit adequate numbers of men within each batterer subtype), we sent ads to locations where they might be seen by such men (e.g., divorce and criminal lawyers, domestic violence treatment programs, bars). Both partners had to be willing to participate, to be literate, and to be married or living together as if married. Full details on participant recruitment, screening, and sample demographic characteristics can be found in HoltzworthMunroe et al. (2000) . Interested couples participated in a phone screening interview which included a demographics questionnaire and the Conflict Tactics Scale (CTS; Straus, 1979) . Couples who qualified for the study were invited to the laboratory for a series of assessment sessions.
Couples were considered to have experienced physical husband violence (N ϭ 102) if, on the CTS, either partner reported that the husband had engaged in at least one physically aggressive act during the past year. For some of the analyses below, and as detailed in Holtzworth-Munroe et al. (2000) , the 102 maritally violent husbands were divided into four subgroups: family-only (n ϭ 37), low-level antisocial (n ϭ 34), dysphoric-borderline (n ϭ 15), and generally violent-antisocial (n ϭ 16). Couples were considered to not have experienced physical husband violence (n ϭ 62) if, on the CTS, both partners reported that the husband had not engaged in any physical aggression toward his partner in the past 5 years and had never been severely violent.
Across the total sample, the mean age was 35.62 years (SD ϭ 9.26) for husbands and 33.81 years (SD ϭ 8.92) for wives. Most participants were Caucasian (75% of husbands, 79% of wives), whereas 21% of husbands and wives were African American. Average monthly income was $2,150 (SD ϭ $1,161) for husbands and $1,232 (SD ϭ $927) for wives. The mean length of the couples' relationship was 9.47 years (SD ϭ 8.04); couples had an average of 1.10 (SD ϭ 1.42) children together.
Measures
Each of the measures described below was completed independently (i.e., in separate rooms) by husbands and wives. For the present study, we examined only reports of husband (not wife) aggression. For the data analyses, on each measure and for each couple, we used the report of whichever spouse had reported the highest level of husband aggression. On all of these measures, the distributions of reported husband aggression were positively skewed (i.e., most husbands engaged in no, or low levels of, aggression). Thus, the scores on all measures were log transformed to help normalize the distribution of scores in order to minimize violation of the assumption of normality in our analyses. However, for ease of interpretation and comparison to previous studies, the group means reported on the tables are nonlogged scores.
Revised Conflict Tactics Scale (CTS2). The CTS2 (Straus, Hamby, Boney-McCoy, & Sugarman, 1996) was used to assess husband physical aggression and as one of our two measures of husband sexual aggression. The CTS2 contains 78 items, with listed behaviors including nonviolent and violent actions. For half of the items, participants reported on their own behavior; for the other half, they reported on their partner's behavior. Participants reported whether each behavior had ever occurred and, if so, the frequency of its occurrence in the past year, on a scale ranging from "once" to "more than 20 times."
For husband physical aggression, each of the 12 CTS2 Physical Aggression items was assigned a severity weight based on likelihood of injury (according to Straus & Gelles, 1990) . Then, for each endorsed item, we multiplied the item's assigned severity weight by its reported frequency of occurrence in the past year to yield a severity weighted frequency item score. These item scores were summed to yield a severity weighted frequency total score. CTS2 severity weighted frequency scores and CTS2 frequency scores for husband physical violence were highly correlated (rs Ͼ .90 for both husband and wife reports). As reported in HoltzworthMunroe et al. (2000) , alphas for the husband physical aggression subscale were .94 for husband report and .91 for wife report.
The CTS2 Sexual Aggression subscale consists of seven items. However, we chose not to use CTS2 Item 15 (i.e., "made my partner have sex without a condom") because couples differed in their ability to endorse this item (i.e., some couples were not using birth control). Thus, frequency scores for the occurrence of each of the other six behaviors in the past year were summed to yield a total frequency score. In the present study, alphas for this subscale were .67 for husbands and .74 for wives.
Sexual Experiences Survey (SES).
The SES (Koss & Oros, 1982; Koss & Gidycz, 1985) is the most widely used questionnaire for identifying sexual aggression and/or victimization. For the present study, we modified the original SES. We asked only about husband-to-wife sexual aggression (i.e., substituting "your partner" for "a man" or "a woman"). We also dropped the 13th item, which asks if a woman has ever been "raped," given our concern that women would be reluctant to label their marital experiences as rape. In addition, the CTS2 frequency scale ("0" to "more than 20 times" in the past year) was used rather than the original "yes/no" format. Frequency scores for each behavior were summed to yield a total score, with the exception that we did not include SES Items 1 and 2 (i.e., "had sexual intercourse with your partner/you when you both wanted to" and "misinterpreted the level of sexual intimacy your partner/you desired") in our summary scale, as these items are not clearly coercive. In the present study, alphas were .87 for husbands and .81 for wives.
Psychological Maltreatment of Women Inventory (PMWI).
The PMWI (Tolman, 1989 (Tolman, , 1999 ) is a 58-item measure of psychological abuse. For each item, participants indicated the frequency of the husband behavior in the past 6 months, on a 5-point scale ranging from never (0) to almost always (4). Frequency scores for each behavior were summed to yield a total score. In the present study, alphas were .96 for husbands and .97 for wives.
Results and Discussion
Forms of Sexual Aggression
To examine sexually aggressive husband behaviors that are less severe than rape and to compare subgroups of violent husbands on different forms of sexual aggression, we divided the CTS2 sexual aggression subscale items and the SES items into two conceptually distinct groups: sexual coercion and threatened/forced sex. These groups are virtually identical to the two forms of sexual aggression that Meyer et al. (1998) identified in a factor analysis of a modified version of the SES. The first group of sexual aggression items, which we labeled "sexual coercion," consisted of SES Items 3-6 (e.g., obtained sex by . . . "threatening to end your relationship otherwise" or "saying things you didn't really mean"). Cronbach's alphas for a scale created from these items were .75 for husband report and .76 for wife report. On the CTS2, the sexual coercion items consisted of CTS2 Items 51 and 63 (e.g., "your partner insisted on sex when you didn't want to"). Cronbach's alphas for a scale created from these items were .72 for husband report and .65 for wife report.
The second group of sexual aggression items, which we labeled "threatened/forced sex," included SES Items 7-12 1 We constructed two scales of sexual aggression (i.e., sexual coercion and threatened/forced sex) on a conceptual basis, instead of on a statistical basis, as the current data are unsuitable for factor-analytic procedures. Rather than illuminating the underlying structure of the sexual aggression measures, factor analyses would divide items according to their differing base rates of reported occurrence, such that the derived factors would represent those items that are more frequently endorsed (i.e., sexual coercion) and those items that were endorsed by very few couples (i.e., threatened/forced sex). Despite these concerns, previous researchers have used factor-analytic strategies to examine the structure of sexual aggression scales (Meyer et al., 1998) . Thus, for purposes of comparability, we conducted four principal-components factor analyses with varimax rotation-one each for husbands' and wives' reports of husband sexual aggression in the past year on the two measures of sexual aggression (i.e., CTS2 sexual aggression subscale items and SES items). The results revealed two factors similar to those we constructed on a conceptual basis and included the same items (SES threatened/forced sex eigenvalue was 6.32 for husband report, 4.86 for wife report; CTS2 threatened/forced sex eigenvalue was 1.27 for husband report, 3.29 for wife report; SES sexual coercion eigenvalue was 1.74 for husband report, 1.71 for wife report; CTS2 sexual coercion eigenvalue was 2.90 for husband report, 1.06 for wife report). A listing of the factor loadings of individual items, for husband and wife reports, on the SES and CTS2 are available from the authors. Consistent with our concerns, the resulting factors appear to reflect the differing base rates of endorsement of varying sexually aggressive husband behaviors (i.e., as reported below, one third to one half of spouses reported husband sexual coercion in the past year, whereas only 5-10% of spouses reported husband threatened/forced sex).
(e.g., how often have . . . "you had sexual intercourse with your partner when she didn't want to because you used some degree of physical force [twisting her arm, holding her down, etc.]"; "you had sexual intercourse with your partner when you didn't want to because he threatened to use physical force [twisting your arm, holding you down, etc.] if you didn't cooperate"). Cronbach's alphas for a scale created from these items were .97 for husband report and .87 for wife report. On the CTS2, "threatened/forced sex" items consisted of CTS2 Items 19, 47, 57, and 75 (e.g., "I used force [like hitting, holding down, or using a weapon] to make my partner have oral or anal sex with me"; "my partner used threats to make me have sex"). Cronbach's alphas for a scale created from these items were .74 for husband report and .77 for wife report.
Two summary scores (i.e., sexual coercion and threatened/forced sex) were created for both the SES and the CTS2. We also computed total sexual aggression scores (i.e., sexual coercion and threatened/forced sex items combined) for both the SES and the CTS2. We used the highest score, reported by either the husband or the wife, for each of these summary scores.
The existence of two forms of husband sexual aggression supports the notion that sexual aggression among married couples includes more than legally defined rape. Husband sexual coercion may include a wide variety of behaviors. Thus, we recommend further research to more carefully define and more accurately measure sexual coercion that does not involve threats of physical aggression.
Reports of Husband Sexual Aggression
With the exception of Meyer et al. (1998) , previous researchers have not assessed both husbands' and wives' reports of sexual aggression within the same sample. We examined this issue in the present study.
As shown in Table 1 , among our study sample, one-third to one-half of the spouses reported that the husband had engaged in sexual coercion during the past year (i.e., 50 men and 64 women on the CTS2; 77 men and 79 women on the SES). In addition, 5%-10% of the spouses reported that the husband had engaged in threatened/forced sex during the past year (i.e., 8 men and 13 women on the CTS2; 10 men and 17 women on the SES). The percentage agreement between the CTS2 and the SES was moderate to good (see Table 1 ). Most of this agreement, however, is due to the large number of couples reporting no sexual aggression; thus, when chance agreement is accounted for, the kappa agreement figures are lower (see Table 1 ). Overall, the SES identified more husbands as sexually aggressive in the past year than did the CTS2, probably because of the greater number of items on the SES.
As shown in Table 2 , percentage agreements between husbands and wives regarding the occurrence/nonoccurrence of husband sexual aggression were moderate to good. Once again, however, most of this agreement is due to the large number of couples reporting no sexual aggression. Thus, kappa agreement figures are lower (see Table 2 ). Nonetheless, the interspousal correlations among log- (Straus et al., 1996) ; SES ϭ Sexual Experiences Survey (Koss & Oros, 1982; Koss & Gidycz, 1985) ; no ϭ no reported husband sexual aggression on the specified measure (CTS2 or SES); yes ϭ reported husband sexual aggression on the specified measure. a Either husband or wife. ** p Ͻ .001.
transformed scores in the present study (see Table 2 ) are higher than those reported in the only previous study examining this issue; Meyer et al. (1998) reported r ϭ .26 between husbands' and wives' reports of sexual coercion and r ϭ .01 between husbands' and wives' reports of threatened/forced sex. It is possible that the Meyer et al. sample had a more restricted range of violence (i.e., lower levels of violence among couples seeking marital therapy) than the present study sample (i.e., our sample was recruited to represent a wide range of husband violence). If correct, then the restricted range of husband aggression in Meyer et al. may have resulted in their lower levels of interspousal agreement. In Meyer et al. (1998) , only one of the 252 husbands in the marital therapy group and none of the 53 husbands from the community reported engaging in threatened/forced sex in the past year. In the present study, as shown in Table 2 , we also found that women were more likely than men to report the occurrence of husband sexual aggression. In contrast with the Meyer et al. findings, however, we found that 8 husbands on the CTS2 and 10 husbands on the SES self-reported that they have engaged in threatened/forced sex. Interestingly, four to six of these husbands' wives did not report this husband sexual aggression, demonstrating the potential advantage of gathering both husband and wife reports of sexual aggression.
Relationship Between Husbands' Sexual and Physical Violence
Level of husband physical violence in the past year (i.e., log-transformed highest report, by either spouse, on the CTS2 Physical Aggression scale) correlated with logtransformed reports of the frequency of husband sexual aggression in the past year, including husband sexual coercion (as measured by either the CTS2, r ϭ .45, p Ͻ .001, or the SES, r ϭ .44, p Ͻ .001); husband threatened/forced sex (r ϭ .41, p Ͻ .001, with the CTS2; r ϭ .43, p Ͻ .01, with the SES); and the total husband sexual aggression score (r ϭ .48, p Ͻ .001, with the CTS2; r ϭ .51, p Ͻ .001, with the SES). Note that even with the multiple analyses conducted throughout this study, all findings, except the correlation between husband physical violence and husband threatened/forced sex on the CTS2, would meet the Bonferroni correction for significance.
Given the strong theoretical relationship between husband physical and sexual aggression, these correlations are closer to what would be expected than the results obtained in previous research. One possible reason for the difference across studies is variability in whose report of husband aggression is used when calculating the correlations. We used the highest levels of husband aggression reported by either spouse. Thus, it is not surprising that the relationships between husband physical and sexual aggression in the present study were stronger than those found in a past study using husbands' reports of aggression. Specifically, Meyer et al. (1998) found that on the basis of husbands' reports, the correlation between husband physical violence and sexual coercion was nonsignificant, and the correlation between husband physical violence and threatened/forced sex could not be calculated because of the low levels of men's selfreported threatened/forced sex. Interestingly, however, our "highest report" measures of husband physical and sexual aggression also were more strongly related than those of previous studies relying on wives' reports of husband ag- (Straus et al., 1996) ; SES ϭ Sexual Experiences Survey (Koss & Gidycz, 1985; Koss & Oros, 1982) ; no ϭ no reported husband sexual aggression by the specified reporter (husband or wife) on the specified measure (CTS2 or SES); yes ϭ reported husband sexual aggression by the specified reporter (husband or wife) on the specified measure. * p Ͻ .01. ** p Ͻ .001.
gression. Specifically, Frieze (1983) reported r ϭ .34 between wives' reports of marital rape frequency and severity of husbands' worst act of nonsexual physical violence, while Meyer et al. (1998) reported that on the basis of wives' reports, r ϭ .12 between severe physical violence and sexual coercion and r ϭ .12 between severe physical violence and threatened/forced sex. These differences across studies suggest the need to consider both partners' reports of husband aggression. In addition, it is possible that the stronger relationship between husband sexual and physical aggression in the present study may be due to greater variability in level of husband physical aggression (and presumably sexual aggression) in the present sample than in previous study samples. Unfortunately, levels of husband physical aggression were not reported in the Meyer et al. (1998) and Frieze (1983) studies, prohibiting direct comparisons; however, estimations can be made on the basis of sample characteristics. Meyer et al.'s (1998) sample likely had a restricted range of aggression, with mostly lower levels of husband violence, as the analyses were conducted among the couples seeking marital therapy. Frieze's (1983) sample consisted of women who resided at a battered women's shelter, filed legal action against a violent husband, or responded to notices requesting volunteers for a study of marital violence, as well as a portion of women in a demographically matched comparison sample that reported husband violence. This sampling procedure was likely to have recruited women experiencing relatively severe violence, and thus may have resulted in a somewhat restricted sample, at the opposite end of the violence severity continuum from the Meyer et al. (1998) sample. Indeed, Washburn and Frieze (1980, cited in Frieze & Browne, 1989) reported that levels of husband violence experienced may vary among battered women recruited from various sources. They found that women residing in shelters and seeking legal protection against their husbands reported comparably high levels of husband violence, whereas women recruited through advertisements experienced less violence. It is possible that the present sample had greater variability in levels of husband aggression, as our recruiting strategies were designed to recruit both mildly and severely violent men. If correct, then the larger variability in the present sample helps to demonstrate the expected strong relationship between husband physical and sexual aggression and suggests the importance of sampling issues when examining the relationship between various forms of husband aggression.
Relationship Between Husbands' Sexual and Psychological Aggression
Couples' reports of husband psychological aggression in the past 6 months (i.e., log-transformed highest report, by either spouse, on the PMWI total score) correlated with log-transformed reports of past year husband sexual coercion (as measured by the CTS2, r ϭ .44, p Ͻ .001, and the SES, r ϭ .46, p Ͻ .001), and correlated significantly, but less strongly, with reports of past year husband threatened/ forced sex (r ϭ .26, p Ͻ .001, with the CTS2; r ϭ .29, p Ͻ .001, with the SES). Husband psychological aggression also correlated with total husband sexual aggression scores (r ϭ .46, p Ͻ .001, with the CTS2; r ϭ .53, p Ͻ .001, with the SES).
These correlations also are larger than the correlations reported in the only previous study examining this issue. Meyer et al. (1998) reported that r ϭ .18 between wife reports of psychological aggression and sexual coercion, whereas the correlation based on husband reports was nonsignificant; correlations between psychological aggression and threatened/forced sex were not reported. Again, we hypothesize that the stronger relationship found in the present study might be due to measurement differences across studies (i.e., use of the report of either spouse regarding levels of husband aggression) and the fact that we presume our sample included a broader range of husband aggression than the Meyer et al. sample. The finding that psychological aggression was more strongly related to sexual coercion than threatened/forced sex is consistent with regression analyses conducted in the Meyer et al. study and was further examined in our own set of regression analyses, presented next.
Husband Physical and Psychological Aggression as Predictors of Husband Sexual Aggression
We conducted a series of hierarchical multiple regression analyses to determine the relative ability of husband physical violence (i.e., log-transformed highest report, by either spouse, on the CTS2 physical aggression scale) and psychological aggression (i.e., log-transformed highest report, by either spouse, on the PMWI total score) to predict the various forms of husband sexual aggression (i.e., logtransformed highest report, by either spouse, on either the CTS2 sexual abuse scale or the SES).
In the first set of analyses, presented in Table 3 , we entered husband psychological aggression as a predictor at the first step, followed by entering husband physical violence as a predictor at the second step. In these equations, for both the CTS2 and the SES measures of sexual aggression, when predicting either husband sexual coercion or total husband sexual aggression, husband psychological aggression accounted for a significant proportion of the variance in sexual aggression; when added at the second step, husband physical violence added significantly to the prediction of sexual aggression. In contrast, when predicting husband threatened/forced sex, at the first step, husband psychological aggression was not a significant predictor, but adding husband physical violence at the second step significantly predicted husband threatened/forced sex.
In the second set of hierarchical regression analyses predicting the various forms of husband sexual aggression, presented in Table 4 , we changed the order of entering predictors into the analyses; we entered husband physical violence as a predictor at the first step, followed by entering husband psychological aggression as a predictor at the second step. In these equations, for both the CTS2 and SES, when predicting husband sexual coercion, threatened/forced sex, and total husband sexual aggression, husband physical violence accounted for a significant proportion of the variance in sexual aggression. When added at the second step, husband psychological aggression added significantly to the prediction of sexual coercion and total sexual aggression, but not to the prediction of threatened/forced sex.
Thus, the hierarchical multiple regression analyses suggest that husband physical and psychological aggression are both predictive of husband sexual coercion (and total sexual aggression). In contrast, husband physical violence was the only significant predictor of threatened/forced sex. These findings are consistent with those of Meyer et al. (1998) , emphasizing the importance of examining differential predictors of differing forms of husband sexual aggression.
Sexual Aggression Across the Holtzworth-Munroe et al. (2000) Subtypes
As shown in Table 5 , a series of ANOVAs, with post hoc Tukey's honestly significant difference tests, were used to compare the log-transformed reports of husband sexual aggression across the Holtzworth-Munroe et al. (2000) subtypes of violent husbands identified in this sample and the two nonviolent comparison groups. Although subgroup differences did not always reach statistical significance, examination of the data patterns reveals that on both the CTS2 and SES measures, men in the low-level antisocial, dysphoric-borderline, and generally violent-antisocial subgroups engaged in the most sexual coercion and total sexual aggression, and generally violent-antisocial husbands engaged in the most threatened/forced sex.
Given their high levels of physical marital violence, it is not surprising to find that generally violent-antisocial husbands engaged in the greatest amount of threatened/forced sex. While not reaching statistical significance, such husbands engaged in threatened/forced sex more than twice as frequently as low-level antisocial and dysphoric-borderline husbands, yet their involvement in this most severe form of sexual aggression was not clearly portrayed by examining only total sexual aggression scores. Thus, examining the two forms of sexual aggression separately may be especially useful in research concerning generally violent-antisocial husbands.
Sexual Aggression Across the Monson and Langhinrichsen-Rohling (1998) Subtypes
Among the entire sample (i.e., violent and nonviolent husbands), we examined whether subgroups could be formed in accordance with Monson and LanghinrichsenRohling's (1998) proposed typology. Using either spouse's Note. CTS2 ϭ Revised Conflict Tactics Scale (Straus et al., 1996) ; PMWI ϭ Psychological Maltreatment of Women Inventory (Tolman, 1989 (Tolman, , 1999 ; SES ϭ Sexual Experiences Survey (Koss & Gidycz, 1985; Koss & Oros, 1982) . ANOVA ϭ analysis of variance.
report of the occurrence of husband physical marital violence on the CTS2 and either spouse's report of husband threatened/forced sex in marriage on the CTS2 or the SES, we created the following subgroups of husbands: nonviolent (n ϭ 59), physically violent only (n ϭ 75), sexually and physically violent (n ϭ 27), and sexually violent only (n ϭ 3).
Thus, as predicted by Monson and LanghinrichsenRohling (1998) , this study documented the existence of a sexually violent only subtype. Their prediction that approximately 5% of violent husbands would be included in the sexually violent only group is close to our finding that such husbands comprised approximately 3% of the present violent sample (i.e., 3 of 105 violent men). The existence of Note. CTS2 ϭ Revised Conflict Tactics Scale (Straus et al., 1996) ; PMWI ϭ Psychological Maltreatment of Women Inventory (Tolman, 1989 (Tolman, , 1999 ; SES ϭ Sexual Experiences Survey (Koss & Gidycz, 1985; Koss & Oros, 1982) . ANOVA ϭ analysis of variance. Note. Means with different subscripts within a row are significantly different (p Ͻ .001). CTS2 ϭ Revised Conflict Tactics Scale (Straus et al., 1996) ; SES ϭ Sexual Experiences Survey (Koss & Gidycz, 1985; Koss & Oros, 1982) . Reported means and standard deviations are non-log-transformed.
this subgroup emphasizes the importance of assessing sexual aggression when studying husband violence. Without such assessment, an apparently nonviolent group may include a small number of men who have threatened to rape, or actually have raped, their wives. Indeed, these data indicate that three men included in the nonviolent comparison samples in Holtzworth-Munroe et al. (2000) had engaged in threatened/forced sex.
As shown in Table 6 , we compared the subgroups derived from Monson and Langhinrichsen-Rohling's (1998) typology on log-transformed sexual aggression measures, using a series of ANOVAs with post hoc Tukey's honestly significant difference tests. Results on both the CTS2 and SES indicate that sexually and physically violent husbands engaged in significantly more sexual coercion and total sexual aggression than nonviolent or physically violent only husbands. On the SES, sexually violent only and physically violent only husbands also engaged in significantly more sexual coercion and total sexual aggression than nonviolent husbands. ANOVAs conducted on the threatened/forced sex summary score compared only sexually and physically violent and sexually violent only husbands, as nonviolent and physically violent only husbands were assigned to their groups on the basis of the absence of threatened/forced sex. As only three husbands were in the sexually violent only subgroup, results concerning this group must be treated as exploratory. On the CTS2 and the SES, sexually and physically violent husbands appear to have engaged in more threatened/forced sex than sexually violent only husbands; however, this group difference was not statistically significant, probably due to the small number of sexually violent only husbands.
It is interesting that the nonviolent group was found to have engaged in some sexual coercion in the past year, suggesting the need to further study the construct of sexual coercion and the meaning and consequences of such behaviors in nonviolent marriages. Similarly, the potentially abusive or controlling role of male sexual coercion among the physically violent only group deserves examination in future work, as these men are not engaging in threatened/ forced sex but are engaging in nonsexual physical violence and sexual coercion. In addition, although definitive conclusions cannot be made regarding sexually violent only husbands, it is interesting that such husbands appear to engage in less threatened/forced sex than sexually and physically violent husbands. This latter subgroup engaged in the greatest amount of total sexual aggression, further emphasizing the association between physical and sexual aggression.
Limitations
Although a strength of the present study is the use of a community sample, a limitation is that the sample was not randomly selected. Rather, the present sample was selected so as to oversample couples experiencing husband violence. Thus, one should not interpret these findings as representing the prevalence of various forms of husband sexual aggression in the community. In addition, the present study was cross-sectional. It will be important to examine, in future studies, how various forms of husband sexual, physical, and psychological aggression are temporally related to one another. For example, does sexual coercion precede and predict the onset of threatened/forced sex; if so, is that true only among men engaging in other forms of marital aggression or in all relationships?
Implications for Application and Public Policy
The present study suggests the importance of assessing for various forms of husband sexual aggression, particularly among couples experiencing husband violence. Historically, sexual aggression within marriage has not been considered illegal, nor has much policy or research attention been devoted to this problem. However, along with other recent studies, the current data clearly point to the need to consider sexual aggression as one of the forms of intimate partner abuse to which women are subjected. Failure to assess various forms of husband sexual aggression may yield an incomplete understanding of a wife's experience (e.g., in marital or individual therapy) or a husband's behavior (e.g., in batterer treatment) and thus lead to failure to provide the most effective interventions. Note. Means with different subscripts within a row are significantly different (p Ͻ .001). CTS2 ϭ Revised Conflict Tactics Scale (Straus et al., 1996) ; SES ϭ Sexual Experiences Survey (Koss & Gidycz, 1985; Koss & Oros, 1982) . Reported means and standard deviations are non-log-transformed.
